& MEX% Design Review Boar€ase 2018-0001
Ao N2\ Carlyle Plaza Twa South Residential Building

Application General Data
. ) DRB Date: March 15, 2018

Project Name:
Carlyle Plaza Twé South ResidentidBuilding

Site Area: 1.28 acres
Location:
340 & 350 Hoof f 6s RUfZOne: CDD#11
have a Bartholomew Street address)
Applicant: Proposed Use: | Residential
Alder Branch Realtyimited Partnershipl LLP; Dwell
represented byM Zell Partners U\rl1vi$5'mg 368 units
Architect: Arquitectonica ,CA;:S;-S Floor 363,222sf

Purpose of Application:

DRB reviewof thebuilding design for théow-rise liner unis proposed with the first phase of
the Carlyle Plaza Two development.

Staff Reviewers: Robert Kerns, ACP, robert.kerns@alexandriava.gov
Thomas HCanfield,AlA , tom.canfield@alexandriava.gov
Nathan Imnnmathan.imm@alexandriava.gov
Stephanie Free, ASLA, LEED GAtephanie.free@alexandriava.gov

DRB ACTION, MARC H 15, 2018: The Eisenhower East Design Review Board voted
unanimously t@pprove thedesign of the lowrise residential liner units as presented to the
Board at the hearingith the following two conditions of approval:

1) The applicant is to provide Staff and the Boarth two options(one additional from
what was presentedlith regard to the depth between the front and back planes of
facade: a) The depth as presentelichy measuresdland b) An option that maximizes
the depth between the front and back planesdeptmoticedlygr eat efiat h
goal of achieving 4 to 8 inchegs discussed

2) Center the elevator bul khead with th
lower theheight of the elevator bulkhefidm 1 180 ( as thel®vestektenty
possible
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Pursuant to the conditions above, the applicant pgdeidedrawings electronically to Staff an
the Board foreview andselectionprior tothenext DRB hearing scheduled for May 17, 201§
The Board will therprovide a formal statement of their selections at that meeting.

Further, n assigmentof Condition #1 abovehe Board agreed to retract former condition o
approvak2, provi ded on Jul y 1 BpplicahtOvidl providehmorh s
setbaclkdepth between front and back planes for-tise units (between 226 6 t ot all
difference)o

In regard to the other issues as outlined by Staff in the Analysis Narrative, the Board agr
with the size, color, and textures of the facade matesédsted by the applicanthey found
the contrast provided between the smooth brick and the ribbed brick to be satisfactory ar
anticipate that this difference will contribute to a sense of variation in the faSadendly, the
Board found reasoto sypportthe reduced depths showrbetween the face of the window wz
system and the face of the facade maseimgethe structural design of the building is now
wood framing and thencreased deptpreviouslystipulated by the DRB would be more
difficult to achieve with thistype of constructionHowever, the applicant agreed to reintrodu
the depth between the edge of the balconies and the face of the fagcade masonry and ing
the planters where they were originally proposed within the facade, with exceptian of
planterat the top of ta building. Thirdly, the applicant agreed to reintroduce the design of
duplex terrace handrails as originally approved exyulorethe feasibility of aligning the
horizont al mul | i ons of "ftodrwith $1e topt ohthdédRveriseiingre
building. Implementation of this concept is dependent upoalitigy to do so without
interrupting the eydevel view of the users within thé"Sloor amenityof the Tower.

The motion carried a vote of@ Board member John Chapmaas not present.

DRB ACTION, JANUARY 18, 2018: The DRB voted unanimously spprove thetotal
Phase 1 residential floor area of 363,222 square feet with a tolerane&w. +The Board
motiored torequire the applicant to submit the final square footag&taff to verify that the
total square footage provided is within the approved rampe. motion passed@d. Board
member John Chapman was not present.

The DRB also voted unanimouslydpprove the architectural design of the South Tower as
presenteavith the following recommendations: 1) Implema-inch deep insedt both the
single and double height fagagkzing with the exception of the sloset which should
remainl2-inchesas pr oposed, 2) Utilize t htehd @M
to define the field of the cantilever s
(MP1.1), to express the slot, and Gpntinue to work with Staff to reach a solution for the
designof the tree wells on Bartholomew Stredthe Board agreed with all other Staff
recommendationg.he motion passedd. Board member John Chapman was not present.

The Boardconsideredwo facadeglazing inset options proposed by the applicant: 1}iAch
inset at single height glazingaad8-i nch i nset at doubl e hei
and 2) A 4inch inset at both the single and double height glaZiitpugh the variation in
depth provided by the-hchand8 nch opti on was pr edaemmiad




the 8inchinset glazing posed a concern to the Bodrde Board felt that the methods for sn
damming the 8nch inset would be unsightly in addition to creating punctures in the buildi
envel ope which may weaken the buildingé6

The Board found the proposed materials and design of the cantilever soffits to be a succ
solution with exception of the dark gray color. The Board recommended use of the lighte
gray metal panel to define the field of the soffit and the dadadst to define the slotFurther,
the Board recommended that the applicant study the feasibility of recessing the metal p3
within the slot. The Board also found the joint pattern of the panels satisfying and did not
recommend use of lighting.

Sinceit is currently undetermined if is necessary fahe street tree wells which line
Bartholomew Stredb bestormwater BMP tree wells, the Board recommended that the
applicant continue to work with Staff to reach a solution for the design of the tlisewtiein
this streetscape. The Board anticipates review of the final tree well design at the March
meeting when the applicant plans to return to the Board for review of theskewner unit
building design.

The Board agr ee dofthe rerming kenisstied, smxcluaingahle gesign of th
Limerick Street Underpass, the color of the horizontal floor coverings, the slanted colum
colors, and the stone paving material.

DRB WORK SESSION NOVEMBER 16, 2017 Overall, the Board found thath e a p g
| andscape design presentation addressed
dated November 9, 20 Attachment #1yith the following recommendations:

1 Inregard to the Bartholomew Streetscape, the Board encouraged the applicant t
consider a solution where tree grates are provided ovdrttbe wells located
immediately adjacent to the stone entrance paving and to utilize the standard plar
wells as indicated in the Carlyle Plaza Design Guidelines for the remainder of éte
trees.

f The Board encouraged the applicant to lower the height oftled perimeter terrace
wall and utilize plant material and design which would allow for open views from t
pool terrace looking south.

1 The adjustments to the geometry of phent beds which separate the public and priv
spaces on the Y@nd 28" floor terraces offer increased privacy to the unit terraces
conjunction with the 4 foot tall railing and 6 foot height metal screen Wwaié DRB
encouraged the applicant ttlize furniture which would provide an additional layer ¢
separation between the two uses, and to study a 2 to 3 foot gap between the builg
wall and the planter for ease of maintenance.

T The DRB supported Staff ods r ecvwtmmnie playa

area and the applicantdés solution to
upper and lower portions of the play area as presented to the Board at the work
session.

The Board anticipates that the next submission willvdela comprehensive package which
addresses all former DRB comments and conditions related to the building design, integ




with the revised | andscape design which
November Work Session.

DRB ACTION, SEPTEMBER 28, 2017:The DRB voted unanimously approve the design
of thepilotis (change from approved round to rectangular and different spatitigg base of
the east and south facades adjacent to the pool teftae®oard agreed withtSa f f 6 s
recommendation to continue further design development of other design details as outlin
the staff report. The Board favored clear vision glass throughout the facade and was con
that other techniques to cover the vertical and diagonatnc@wvould disrupt the facade
design. Balcony design overall is ongoing and the applicant will continue to work through
details. Staff was concerned with balcony privacy conflicts on the south fagddetween
private and public areas on the two sky teesa The Board noted the unique design challen
and opportunity of the garage entrance at Limerick Street and suggested further study re
illumination and ceiling design, as well as measures to screen the high section of expose
garage along the nibredge of the drive. The applicant will present architectural and lands
material selections at the next meeting.

DRB ACTION, MARCH 23,2017:The DRB voted unanimously approvea4 ® dncrease
in theoverallbuilding height The DRB agreed with staffods
relocation of the trash loading area, and the elimination of the rooftop amenity space; ap
will insteadexplore providing aooftop amenity space on one or both of the projecting roof
terra@s at the 18 or 26" floor. The DRB also voted unanimouslyapprove two possible
options forrevised balcony desigi) Outboard balconiesith glass railingghat protrude from
the north and south building facademtained byhe inside edge of tHarge facade panebr
2) No balconiesThis approval is sbject to the condition that tl@plicant continuéo workto
enhance the actual and/or perceived depth of the building slots, anditro&taff on the
overall aesthetic, materiality, and detagifor the selected option to develofagade and
balcony solutiorthat meets thantentionsof the Eisenhower East anc@iB/le Plaza Design
Guidelines. The Board will review the final building facashel balconyesign through
electronic coordinatioand continued staffipplicant meetings (as requireat)d provide
comments.

DRB COMMENTS, JANUARY 19,2017: The DRB concurred with the Staff
recommendation to defer a decision or action on the rooftop plans until the plans are furt
developed and provided in concert with the other conditions of approval. The rooftop an
space as provided by the Applicavds seen as limited in utility and aesthetic appeal.

DRB WORK SESSION, JULY 21, 2016:0n a motion by Mr. Lewis, and seconded by
Councilman Chapman, the DRB votedamprove the massing, form, scale, and general
architectural character of the tower andArise residential liner for Phase 1 of the Carlyle
Plaza Two development, subject to the conditions below to be addressed prior to final sif
submission. The motion passe®5

1. Applicant will provide a Roof Plan identifying mechanical equipmendtamenity
areas, if any, and detail Terrace Levels on Floors 16 and 26.




2. Applicant will provide more setback depth between front and back planes foislow
units (between12 6 0 t ot al di fference).

3. Applicant will work to minimize visibility of the mullios to reduce contsabetween
metal and glass.

DRB WORK SESSION, JUNE 23, 206: The DRB continued to review the concept for the
tower, tower topand liner units The Board directed the applicant to submit a final packag
review and approval of thewer massing, liner units, parking and landscape deck at the n
DRB meeting. The DRB stated that texdals and other details would most likely need to be
fleshedout in subsequent DRB meetings.

DRB WORK SESSION, APRIL 21, 2016: TheDRB continued toeview the concept for the
tower andiners units The DRB will continue to review the plans for this development at fu
work sessiongequesting thathe applicant to provide alternative designs for review.

DRB ACTION, MARCH 17, 2016: The DRB reviewed the initial concept féthase lnd
provided feedback on the tower massamgl liner units The DRB will continue to review the
plans for this development fatture work sessionand official meetings

. OVERVIEW

The applicant, Alder BrandRealty Limited Partnership, LLLRepresented byM Zell
Partners, is requestirtige Design Review Boak €DRB) review andcommentary on the
reviseddesign of the lowrise liner unis proposed with the first phase of the Carlyle
Plaza Two development.

Since this development 1is | ocapprevdis wi t hi n
required prior taapprovalof the Final Site Plan.

General Project Description & Summary of Issues
Phase 1 of the Carlyle Plaza Two development in South Carlyle (BR)ak@&udes the
South Residential Tower arige low-rise liner units along Bartholomew Street in addition

to a portion of the parking garage to support these buildings, the related open space on top

of the garage, and the terraced deck between the garagdeamklexandria Renew
tank/field The purpose of tts currentapplicationis solely focused on the design of the
low-rise liner unitsthat faceBartholomew Street The applicant previously received the
DRB6s approval of t h daesighand site imprevementxeat the a |
January 2018 meeting, at which time #pplicant was in the process oflesigrng the
structure of théow-rise liner unis as a cost savings measutereforejts currentdesign

has notyetbeenreviewed by the Board.

The applicant assured Staff tilaerevisionsto the lowrise liner unis were toaffectthe
internal structure of the building only, with no visible exterior changes tddsign of

the building facade gzreviously approved (with conditions) by the DRBJuly of 2016.
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However, he current applicatioproposes a number of changes todasign of thdow-
rise unit building which do not meet the intent of the originally approved dessga.
result theprimary issues to be discussadhe Staff Analys section of this report
include:

1 WestFacadeDepth
0 Depth between the front and back planes
0 Glass setback
0 Depth at balconies
West Fagade Materials and Expression
Revised Building Height
Elevator Overrun/Screening
Elimination of Planters and Other UngDetails

= =4 =4 4

. BACKGROUND

Project Evolution

With the Carlyle Plaza Two approval 2012 the City Council approved the general site
corfiguration, design guidelinesnfrastructure, and allowed tHeesign Review Board
(DRB) to review andapprove thefinal design height, and floor areaf each of the
buildings.In April of 2013, the Carlyle DRB approved the original design by FxFowle for
the South Residential Tower. Prior to approval DRB reviewed the design several times
at meetings in Novembel022, December 2012, and February 2013. In July 2016, the
DRB approved themassing, form, scale, and general architectural charattéhe
residential tower and lowise residential liner as designed by Arquitectonica. Prior to
approval, the DRB reviewdtlie design several times at work sessions in March, April, and
June of 2016.

The DRB reviewed modifications to the appro&mlith Residentialowerdesign several

times at meetings in January, March, and September of 2017. The changes primarily
included revisions to the building height, roof plan, balcony and pilotis design, building
materials, and facade setbacks. Additiondlig, DRB reviewed the landscape design at a
work sessiorin November 2017and provided comments regarding tree well design
Bartholomew Streetaccessibility of the playground, atite opportunity tceemphasie

views from the pool terracdhe DRB then reviewed dapproved the design of the South
Residentiallower and site improvements at the Board meeting in January 2018.

Site Context

The entire Carlyle Plaza Two siiacludes about6 acresof land locatedsouth of
Eisenhower Avenue, between Holland Lane to the east and John Carlyle Street and
Bartholomew Street to the west. The Alexan Carlyte eaistingfive-story residential
building is west of the southern portion of the site, and the future Carlyle Plaza One office
building will be west of the northern portion of the site. The Alexandria Renew expansion
site is immediately south of this property and is an integralepieic the overall
development.



Phase lwhere thesouth ResidentialTowerwill be located ison the soutivesern portion

of the wverall Carlyle Plaza Two sitdt is bounded by Holland Lane to the east and
Bartholomew Street to the west. The future extension of Savoy Street marks the northern
boundary of the phase. The future extension of Limerick Street is the southern boundary
of the appl iandéthis phase wil inctugeeconneactjon to a portion of the
terraced deckn the northeast portiaf the Alexandria Renew site. Today, the Alexandria
Renew building and multipurpose field construction is complete.

[I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 4-story lowrise residentialfliner u n ibtilding is located immediately south dfie
34-story Suth ResidentialTower. The two structures appear connected in elevation;
however, they are separated by a paréjl with no access between the two usklse low-
rise buildirg provides an activeuseliner between the@bovegrade parkinggarage anthe
Alexan Carlyleapartment building locatedn the west side of Bartholomewr&tt The
overall geometry of tis building is a simple, rectangular form consistingddtoors and
two volumes linked together by a central elevator lobblye two volumes are identical,
containing a front and badlcadeplanewith primary frontage on Bartholomew Street
The front plane beginsist northof the center of eactolumeandcreates a sexs of steps
that rise verticallyat the second, third, and fourth flopasd horizontallyo the souttalong
the width of thevindow glazing.

A total of eightunits are proposed withiniglow-rise residential building-ourtwo-story
duplex unitsoccpy the first and second floors while ttiérd and fourthfloors contain
four singlelevel loft units Thefour duplexunits haveprimaryaccess from Bartholomew
Streetprovided by a set of steps tltainnect the public streetscape to private tegatke
four loft units have elevator access from a central, grdlout lobbyprovided at the level
of the sidewalk There is a tetfioot-wide breezewayn the east side of the buildiadnich
separatethe lowriseunitsfrom the structured parking garage.

TheSouth Residentialdwer and the liner units togeth@ovide a total 0868 units (tower:
360 units; lowrise componen8 units)with approximately 100,008quare feet of parking
garage spacd helow-rise building, as currently proposedeasures total height of48
feetwith an additional 16oot high elevator bulkhegdand a gross floor area of 15,948
square feet

IV. STAFF ANALYSIS

As described abov@ numbeiof changegrom the approvedarchitecturabdesign of the
low-rise residentidliner unitsareproposedn the current applicatiorstaff believes the
proposed changei not meet the intent of thpeeviously approvedesign and the
Boarddés condi ttfioon$ hef Ba@pdeld sidelexhibitdHigaresc e ,
1 through % are provided in the ppendixof this report whichllustratea direct

comparison of the lowise liner unit design approved by the DRB in July 2016 and the
design proposed in the currembmission. A drawing scalevasnot provided on the



illustrationsi ncl uded 1 n appl i aadsdvdaatkeyxcdimensidéoets s u b mi s s

are missingtherefore, the dimensions noted in the following paragraphs in reference to
the current design are approximebeaff offersthe following analysis of the remaining
issues or the Boar:ddés consideration

West Facade Depth

Depth between the front and back planes

The primary, westacing, facade of the lowise liner units is comprised of two planes
defined by an offsdtetween the face tfie building materials. The front plafgmsa
series of steps that cascade actbissfacade providing both horizontal and vertical
movement that relates to the casngekffect of the glazingatternproposed on the
South Residential Towdsee Figue 6)

As represented in Figure 16danch depth between the front and back planes was
proposed in the concept presented to the DRB in July 2016. At that time, the Board
approved of the design with the condition ttheg depthbeincreased to 18 16 inches
between the front and back pland$ecurrently proposed design appears to measure to
a depth of approximately-iaches, which is significantly less than thepth stipulated in
theDRBOs approval

Glass setback

Another significant contributor ta sense oflepth on the west building facade is the
distance between the face of the window wall system and the face of the maduary.
originally approved design, as represented in Figure 2, illusaatésension o8 feet
between théace of themasonryand the window walht the lobby entrance.
Additionally, Figures &and 4illustrate adistance of 1 foobetween théacademasonry
and thetypicalwindow wall at the duplex and loft ungin the approved design

Thecurrent desigproposespproximately 2 feet between the face of the window wall of
the lobby and thé&ce of themasonry. Additionally, the distance betweenfdee of the
masonry and the window wall at the duplex and loft units is minimal, apgearin
measure betweenghd 3inches.

Depth at balconies

The third significant change thedepthof the west building facade is tiheduced

distance between the edge of the balconies and the face of the masonry. The approved
design, as shown in Figue® and 4proposed 2 feet of depbetween theskbuilding

elements Planters were ppmsedwithin this setbackat someof the residentialinits

which further enhanced tleemplexityand texture of the facadand helped to tie the
low-rise facade visuallto the terraced private yards below

The current desigprovides approximately-@o 8-inches between the edge of the
balconies and the face of the masoniglditionally, theapprovedolantershad provided
both relief and interest to the fagade, bate been removed from the current proppsal
resultingn a very different feel to the quality of the architectufée overall result is a



flattenedfacade appearance with litibe novariationin depthbetweerbuilding
elements.

West facade materialsand expression

The approvedvest fagademployeda secondardgesign strategio highlight the contrast

between the front, stepped masonry plane andgbendary surface which is intended to

serve as its foil: a strongly contrasting pattern shift fronséndt, vertically scored

pattern on the front plane to a horizontal texture on the back plane. Both of these patterns

were largescale; although not specifically dimensioned, the individual rectangles which

made up both patterns sahlt around inches wide x 24 inches long, and created a rich

contrast to reinforce the change in plane and the cascade pattern. The move was all the

more successful because it used the same texture, simply rotated ninety degrees, to

achieve this contrast. The most receatenials proposed consist of two standsizk

bricks (2 10 high) one with a smooth surface
asmaiscal e (1/40 o.c.) vertically scored face
proposed to be installed irstackbonded pattern, staff does not believe thageite/o

materials or their proposed pattevill achieve anything near ttetrong and elegant

contrast that was seen in the approved elevations (see Figures 5 and 6, below). Staff
supports t bfferttd\gcipelve reasonablé cost savings, but believes another

solution needs to be found for the cladding of this facade which retains the strength and

clarity of the approved design.

Revised Building Height

The total building height measured from threshed floor of theduplexunits to the main

roof waos ad0d& he ti me of t heNobmMB@aposedppr ov al i
building height is 48 feet when measured from the same points. Although a 2 and one

half foot difference in heighhay seeninsignificant, it is apparent that thisduced

height has negative effects on the proportions of the west building fagedbe overall

relationshipof the lowrise building to the South Residential Towsee Figure 5)

Firstly, oneconsequence aéducingthebuilding height is the effect on the double and
single height windows which face Bartholomew Steret Limerick StreetThe shape of
the glazing appearsearlysquardn the revised design, rather than rectangular as
originally approved.The rectangulaproportionof the approved glazing is a more
elegant proposal which contributes to the overall success of the dagadmgn.

Further, the top of the lowise liner building aligned with the top of tB& floor glazing
onthe South Residdial Tower in the approved design. This was a successful
relationship that reinforckthe clean linesand geometrpf the overalprojectandcreated
asmooth transition of the South Tower to the grouNdw, the top of the lowise liner
building is noticeably/substantiallipelow the top of th& o ut h  Btfleoe gladirs,
creating a somewhat broken transition between the two buildigsough a2-foot
increaseo the height of the Bfloor was approved by the Board in March 2017, the



applicantdid not communicate i@vision to its relatioshipwith the lowrise liner
building, which is under no height restriction

Elevator Overrun/Screening

The currently proposed design includes afd& high elevatorpenthousehat extends
above the top elevation of the lavge liner building roof. The bulkhead is square in form,
andlocatedoff-center of the vertical glazing which defines the elevator lotblegch floor.

While the proposed method of screening the bulkhead is not shown in this submission, it
is evident(see Figure 5}hat the bulkhead as shown is not integrated into the overall
architectural expression and materials palette of the buidmch is a requement of the
Eisenhower East and Carlyle Plaza Two Design Guidelines

Elimination of Planters and Other Unique Details

Theoriginally approved design incorporated planters withwhstbuilding facade, as
well as other unique details such as custondhailings at the steps which lead to the
duplexterracesand stepped plantetisatoffer privacyin-betweerthe terracesand
betweertheterraces anthepublic streetscape.

As mentioned above, the approved design incorporated planters intdoibtes2tback
between the balconies and the facade masonry, as well as at the top of the building.
Theseplanters provided texture, depth, athancednterest to the fagade in addition to
screening at the roof level. Elimination of this feature disonishes the original intent
of the liner units as a garddike residence.

The approved design alsecludedunique details that are now replaced with generic
elements such as in the case of the hand railings atdpge that connect the public

sidewdk to the duplex terracesThe former design was a sleek metal railing which
complemented the architecture and surrounding gdikiefeatures. Now, the railing
proposed is bulky in design and no longer feels unique to theVgide this one specific
detail may not outwardly appear to have a significant affect, such changes in aggregate
with theother revisions equate to a lovagparentuality of design overall for the low

rise liner units than what was originally intended and approved.

V. ANALYSIS NARRATIVE

Staff believes that the current design of the residentiakiesvliner units does not
conform to thedesign approved by the Board in July 2@b@l stipulatedonditions.
Therefore, Staff offers the following comments as recommendatiohs foard to
explore with the applicant:

1. Maximize the depth between the front and back planes of the west facade to

complywitht he DRB®6s c¢ on dara li2 wi6ineH depghetweenv a |
planes.
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2. Provide a design and material soluttbat achieves strong contrast betweéhe
front and back planes of the west facadereviously designe@his goal may be
achieved by utilizing a material with a similar scale (unit size) to the previously
approved materials with a contrasting pattern.

3. Increase theapth between the face of the window wall system and the face of the
facade masonrto conform with the approved design

4. Increase the depth between the edge of the balconies and the face of the facade
masonry.

5. Provide a solution that aligns the top ek of the lowrise liner building with
the top of the Solifiodrgldiags BubsequentlyaréviseT o wer 6 s
the shape of the single and double height glaamthe liner unit$o be in better
proportion within the overall fagad€hese goal could be achieved by adding
incrementally to the floeto-floor heights in the building.

6. Per the Eisenhower East and Carlyle Plaza Two Design Guidelines, provide a
solutionthat screenthe elevator bulkhead a waythat is integrated into the
overall achitectural expression and materials palette of the building.

7. Incorporate planters withthe building facadand at the top of the buildiras
originally proposed and approved by the Board in July 2016.

8. Maintainquality design of sitelementsuch asandrails lower planterand
otherfeaturesvisible from public view

VI. CONCLUSION

Staff recommends thegoplicant continue to work on the lenge liner unit building

design subject to Staffds analysis and the <c
Narrative to produce a design that asdati sfi es
conditions providd in July 2016.

VIl.  APPENDIX

Figure 1i Low Rise Duplex Entry Comparison

Figure 2i Low Rise Lobby Entry Comparison

Figure 3i Duplex Balcony 1 Comparison

Figure 41 Duplex Balcony 2 Comparison

Figure 5i Low Rise Building Elevations Comparison

Figure 61 Previously Approved Low Rise Building Elevation
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Figure 1-Low Rise Duplex Entry



a8

an

o

i

24
% ionouoioon 15t

HAE
(353 MOV 500 0N

an
(359 MOV 800 0wt

an
(359 MOV 8OO HiY

%
{350 M0V 800 300y

PR
13vivd 3008 30 401

A88071
3SI1¥-MO1

00
X31400

¥3N00
3903 8V1S

¥3IN00
3903 8v1S il

WILSAS
TTVM MOAGNIM

JL3YONOD
1SvO3yud

001
y 3NN
SsS ALY3dONd

AJONVD

JONVHINI >mm_0._~
£0-52+713

HOO0Td ONNOYO - 8Y1S 'O'L
N

Ssze 3T

SZk

YOOI HLY -8Y1S 'O'L &
£0-99+ 13

o121

N

N3OS WOINVHOIN O'L o
060+ 13
n
&
N330S 'O'L
RRTISEA

13

Figure 2-Low Rise Lobby
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Figure 31 Duplex Balcony 1
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Figure 41 Duplex Balcony 2



Figure 57 Low Rise Building Elevations
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